dialects of England (Orton 1962) . From more detailed and local studies since the beginning of the 20 th century, [ae-] nuclei have been reported in: the Fens of West Norfolk, North Cambridgeshire and Southwest Lincolnshire (Britain 1991 (Britain , 2003 ;
Eastern Suffolk (Kökeritz 1932: 64-67 -"Suffolk u is a very stable diphthong"
(1932: 65)); Essex (Albrecht 1916: 160-161; Kökeritz 1932: 67; Ryfa 2005; Amos, forthcoming); London (Jones 1919: 135; Ward 1931: 187; Lodge 1984: 53; Sivertsen 1960: 67; Hudson and Holloway 1977; Gimson 1970: 137; Tollfree 1999: 169; Labov 1994: 169, 210) ; the Home Counties (Wells 1982: 348; Gimson 1970: 137) , Sussex (Lodge 1984: 64) ; South Warwickshire (Collins 1964: 42) , the Midlands (Clark 2004: 152; Mathisen 1999: 109-110; Lodge 1984 : 97, Painter 1963 Simpson and Britain 2008) ; the South-West (Gimson 1970: 137) and West Cornwall (Wakelin 1986: 28) .
In 
North America:
Front and mid-open onsets of /au/ can be found in a wide range of locations across North America, and not simply restricted to the South. This is in part due to the existence, both in Canada and parts of the northern US of accents that have undergone a fronting of 'Canadian Raising' 3 of /au/. So, for example, Chambers and Hardwick (1986: 30-31 ) report a fronting towards [] before voiceless consonants and [ae] before voiced ones in both Toronto and Vancouver. It is also reported by Woods (1993) for Ottawa, Hung, Davison and Chambers (1993) for Victoria and Montreal, Boberg (2004) for Montreal and Roberts (2007) for Vermont. Kurath and McDavid (1961: 110) report front and mid-open variants in the South Midland and the South (except for most of South Carolina, and adjoining coastal parts of Georgia and North Carolina), in Baltimore, Richmond, Norfolk, Charlottesville, Atlanta, variably in Northern New England. Fridland (1999) reports it in Memphis; Labov and Ash (1991) examine it in Birmingham; Feagin from Anniston (Feagin 2003: 132-134) ; fronted forms are reported as being widespread in both the urban (Tillery and Bailey 2004: 333) and rural (Thomas 2004: 313) Thomas (2001: 41 ) cites a wide range of studies pointing to fronted nuclei in Kansas City, Utah and California in addition to the places mentioned above, and suggests that raising is found especially in Philadelphia (2001: 42) but also shows it in speakers from North Carolina (2001:122) , Oklahoma (2001:136) and Texas (2001: 147, 150, 151) .
There are indications that in some US locations, front mid-open nuclei of /au/, as in South-eastern England, may be backing and/or lowering 4 . Fridland's data from
Memphis shows that the most fronted and raised forms are found in the speech of her oldest informants, with younger speakers showing both lower and backer realisations on average (see Figure 2 ) 5 . From the far north-east of the country, in Vermont, Roberts (2007) reports that 'the original pattern for the vowels studied in Vermont was…an across-the-board raised and fronted /au/…the oldest male speakers retain much of this pattern (2007: 193) …/au/ raising is most entrenched in the oldest speakers and is disappearing from, not entering, the speech community ' (2007: 194) .
It has been established, therefore, that front mid-open nuclei of /au/ are found as traditional as well as often present-day dialect forms in many accents of southern England, the Southern Hemisphere Anglophone countries and parts of the US, especially the South. Next, I present an overview of the established account of where these forms came from, before arguing that this traditional argument is not supported by evidence from non-standard dialects, past and present, and consequently cannot 4 Cox and Palethorpe also report an apparent-time lowering of the nucleus of /au/ in Australian English, but in their data this change was not statistically significant. Only time will tell whether lowering/backing of /au/ is a change that will ultimately affect all or most of the 'Southern Shift' Englishes. Evidence from New Zealand English suggests, however, that the nucleus of /au/ is becoming closer there (Britain 2008a 
On the move?: The Great Vowel Shift and Southern Shift/Diphthong Shift
The traditional story of the journey taken by /au/ to arrive at [] begins with the Great Vowel Shift, a set of changes to English long vowels that began 'probably in the 15th century' (Lass 1987: 129) . A traditional model of this shift is shown in Table   1 below. The Great Vowel Shift itself is controversial (Giancarlo 2001 , Milroy 2007 in terms of: whether or not the different elements of the shift are connected (Stockwell and Minkova 1988; Johnston 1992) , the route the changes took (especially for the lowering of the nuclei of diphthongized ME i´ and ME u´ (see below)), the geographical scope of the Shift (e.g. Jones 1989 , Kubozono 1982 , the dating of the completion of the shifts (Wells 1982: 185 (Jones 1989: 226 decided to "desist ascribing the epithet 'great' since it is hard to see on what grounds it is particularly outstanding"). Lass (1992: 145) , rather amusingly, but quite rightly, stated that "the exegesis of the Great Vowel Shift has been one of our major cottage industries".
Part of the problem lies, of course, in which variety is being described when we propose that this shift applied to "English" -many historians of 'English' are mainly attempting to paint a picture of the story of Standard English, yet when the "Great Vowel Shift" began there was no clearly defined pronunciation model for Table 1 : Traditional representation of the Great Vowel Shift (Lass 1987: 130) .
Standard English/RP 6 . So for /au/ the early part of the route particularly is controversial (Wolfe, 1972 , Lass 1992 , Yamada 1984 , Jones 1989 ) since evidence was drawn from a period before a focussed standard pronunciation existed -most agree that at some point /au/ reached [] , but, following diphthongisation of ME u,Ì did the nucleus fall first before fronting to the centre (Jespersen 1949 , Chomsky and Halle 1968 , Lass 1987 , Strang 1970 , Ekwall 1975 or front first and then fall (Stockwell 1975, Stockwell and Minkova 1988) ? -both could be right, of course, in different places. In some senses, this article problematises what happened once ME uÌ reached [] . Generally, histories of English rarely engage in debate about this more recent phase, but since, as Milroy (2001: 13) argues, "the recent history of English as it has been handed down to us is, almost exclusively, the history of what is claimed to be standard English", almost all accounts of the history of "English" suggest that the final outcome of the Great Vowel Shift's diphthongisation of ME uÌ was [a] (see, for example, to name but some : Anttila 1989 : 64-5, Barber 1976 : 292, Baugh and Cable 1993 Bloomfield and Newmark 1963: 234; Brook 1958: 54-5; Bourcier 1981: 5, 196-198; Bynon 1977 : 82, Emerson 1915 Harris 1994 : 115, Hock 1991 : 165-66, 6 Indeed Milroy (2001 argues that 'what has been described as sixteenth century standard pronunciation would be more correctly labelled: the pronunciation of gentleman and persons of rank including members of the Royal Court…it is quite unlikely that there was a general consciousness of a standard pronunciation in 1600 (emphasis in original). Jespersen 1949 : 230, Jones 1989 : 234, Lass 1976 : 3, 1987 : 133, Millward 1988 Moore 1969 : 134, Myers 1966 : 168-9, Perkins 1977 : 124-126, Smith 1992 , Stevick 1968 . This is the point that RP has reached in England (Upton 2004: 221) , and accounts of General American suggest the same for the US (Kretzschmar 2004: 263 (Wells 1982) and Southern Shift (henceforth SS) (Labov 1994) . DS is described by Wells as 'a set of phonetic changes almost as fundamental as the Great Vowel Shift of half a millennium ago' (Wells 1982: 256) .
His somewhat simplified diagram of DS (Wells 1982: 256 ) is presented below in Table 2 . As part of this shift the fronting of the nuclei of backgliding diphthongs 'appears to be the oldest and the most widespread aspect of the Southern Shift'
(1991:512). Labov and Ash (1991) make it clear that not all varieties have undergone every part of these four subsets of movements (e.g. the fronting and monophthongisation of /ai/ is a feature of the Southern US, whereas the backing and raising of /ai/ is found in England and the Southern Hemisphere (and a few American locations such as the Outer Banks)), and in some places the changes have been of somewhat different kinds (e.g. following short vowel tensing, Labov and Ash (1991: 513) claim that in Southern England and the Southern Hemisphere the vowels remain short, whereas in the Southern States of the US, they are lengthened and develop inglides). The important part for our discussions here, however, similar to Diphthong Shift, is that /a/ is fronting and raising from an open start-position (Labov and Ash 1991: 513, 518; Labov 1991:23 ; 1994: 160-61, 172; Labov, Ash and Boberg 2006: 242; Fridland 1999: 283) . Labov admits, however, that this starting point is an abstraction, rather than based on empirical evidence from older speakers in the community. He argued that "for a comparative view of the various sound changes now taking place in the stressed vowel systems of American English, we need a starting point that is neutral, relative to all of them. The base that we need must incorporate the output of the Great Vowel Shift, which was completed for all American English with full diphthongisation of ME i and u " (Labov and Ash 1991: 511) adding later that the "point of origin [of sound changes]…must be estimated in a way that is more general than a simple reference to the speech of the oldest members of a particular community" (Labov 1994: 63) . With respect to /au/ he argues that "this notation projects …/aw/ as low back (1994: shows /au/ having a central mid-open realisation behind both /ei/ and /ae/ and above // which, in Norfolk, is not as back as it is further south in London (Labov 1994: 205 
Not the way to go: the implausibility of [a] → [] in Southern British
English.
In this section, I will present a number of reasons why I believe it is unlikely that [] in Southern British English developed as a result of a fronting and raising from [au] . (Dieth 1946: 76) , but was, nevertheless, pioneering. Charles Jones claims that it is "an unsurpassed masterpiece of philological scholarship, a work equally indispensable for information on period data, the direction of phonological change, sociolinguistic and regional distribution and, perhaps above all, a work noted for its attention to real observed data 
Geolinguistic evidence from East Anglia and the South-West
In order to examine the geographical evidence from Southern England from this crucial period in more detail, I turn now to look in more depth at two areas where we the SED data. These two areas are Norfolk and Suffolk in East Anglia (see Figure 8 below for a map showing the locations mentioned), and the near South-West, the counties of Somerset, Dorset, Wiltshire, Gloucestershire and Hereford (see Figure 9 below).
Ellis, East Anglia and /au/
Ellis considered /au/ quite carefully in East Anglia since "the long U  words also vary, Kökeritz (1932) , for example, in his study of the speech of residents of East Suffolk born between 1842 and 1888, found "u is a very stable diphthong…with few alternative pronunciations.  will be found to vary both in the direction of ae…and in 
The near South-Western counties
Here we also find a complex array of variability, but one which, like East Anglia, Table   5 below). This pattern is also found by Kurath and Lowman (1970) , and the Survey of English Dialects data presented in Anderson (1987) Compared with the rest of the south of England, it has been late to acquire dark /l/ in postvocalic position (while much of the South-East has been rapidly vocalising its dark /l/), retains reflexes of phonological splits (e.g. ME ou and ME o:) (Trudgill 1974 (Trudgill , 1999 ) that have long since merged in much of the rest of the South, and has preserved a number of grammatical features, unique in Southern England, which show evidence of its relative isolation from the convergent influences of the SouthEast, such as third person present-tense zero and do-conjunctions (Trudgill 1995 (Trudgill , 1998 . Much less is known about the contemporary status of dialects in the SouthWest, but the region is considered to be linguistically conservative too. Wagner The extreme conservatism of /ai/ and the apparent extreme innovativeness of /au/, whilst not impossible, are, it has to be said, extremely unusual. shift is compatible with, on the one hand, front and central nuclei being found alongside each other in different parts of the south, and, on the other hand, there being no [a] variants in the speech communities under discussion here. Secondly, this route helps explain some of the intra-location variability that we saw earlier, especially, for example, in East Anglia (Table 4) , where both front and central (but of course no fully open) variants were found in the same town or village, as well as the wide range of central nuclei of differing degrees of frontness that we saw in the data from the SouthWest (Table 5) . Thirdly, it helps us understand why we find such forms in often rather isolated rural parts of the south of England -the fronting shift does not represent such a long 'journey', such a major shift as that proposed by Southern/Diphthong Shift, and we therefore do not need to conceptualise that shift as being a hyper-innovative Table 6 below 12 .
Evidence for the possibility of fronting from a central mid-open starting point is not hard to find. It has been demonstrated by Chambers and Hardwick (1986) as affecting /au/ before voiceless consonants in Canada, as well as by Roberts (2007) for Vermont. It also appears to be an active process in the development of front mid-open nuclei of /au/ in the Falkland Islands (Britain and Sudbury 2008) . Kökeritz (1932) suggests that perhaps centre to front is a dimension of variation in traditional Suffolk work (Britain 1991: 129) , and also, for example, by Williams (2000, 2005) in Milton Keynes, Torgersen, Kerswill and Fox (2008) Finally, the route this diphthong seems to have taken is in contravention of one of Labov's sound change principles outlined in his 1994 volume. In that volume, Labov makes much of the distinction between peripheral and non-peripheral tracks in vowel space, the former being closer to the extreme front and extreme back of vowel space than the latter, and explains how an appreciation of these can help us understand, for example, how two vowels that took part in some historical vowel shift managed to avoid merger when their trajectories seemed to cross. In the case of /ai/ and /oi/ in Essex, for example, which had been portrayed as having undergone a merger and then subsequently and successfully de-merged, Labov argues (1994: 377-383 ) that they actually had avoided merger in the first place because /oi/ was 13 We must be cautious of claiming that these changes represent standardisation -in the case of the standard-like variants of /ai/, Fox (2003 Fox ( , 2007 found that the change was being led by adolescents of Bangladeshi ethnicity who in this community do not have a sociolinguistic profile compatible with widespread standardisation.
peripheral and /ai/ non-peripheral. However, vowel movements are such that sometimes the nucleus of a diphthong changes from a non-peripheral track to a peripheral one, and vice versa. Labov argues, for example, that this is what happened at the initial trigger of the diphthongisation of ME i: and u: during the Great Vowel Shift. These long vowels, in a maximally close position, were in peripheral tracks at the front and back respectively, and the diphthongisation allowed the nuclei of both to enter the non-peripheral tracks (and to subsequently lower), following the Upper Exit
Principle (Labov 1994: 281) . The points at which vowels can change their /au/ to, at most, the Southern United States.
